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ne Washingtoo Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) appreciates the opportunity 
to comment on the documeat awtled &vised Draft HOiford &m«lial Action 
~ntal lmpoci Slota,,ent and Co,npr~ IAltd-Cf• Plan.· '(HRA EIS) 
DOE/Els-0222D. We are b.ope:ful that the coocems expremd ~ and Chrougbout this . 
action will be addresaed through the National Envin:mmeatal Policy Act (NEPA) process. . 
WDFW bu followed the development oftbe Co~ Land Use Pia.a 
(Plan) since 199S ud cm,mented on the August 1996 draft HltA-EIS. We have 
pzovided tcdmical·aui•ia:re 'O dM: U.S. Departmellt of Energy (USDOE) 
throughout the planning dlbn in hopes tlw a Plan is developec;t that pnxec:ts the 
valuable_biological resou=s of'thc Hanfbrd Site. . 

We commend USOOE for seeking our technical assistance md involving federal 
natural resource agencies, Tribal Nations and local governments iii developing a 
range of alternatives. This wu one of our C01l0el'JII with the August 1996 cnft 
HlA-EIS that bu hem addrmed in the revised draft 

Slrub steppe continues to decline throughout the Columbia Basin of Washington State. 
Less than forty percent of the original tbnab steppe ranaina. The decline <:Ill be anributed 
to conversion to other land uses or to significant degndation of ecological structure, 
fimctian or composition 1U1Ce European settlement. The National Biological ·Service~ 
listed native shrub 111d ara11land steppe in Wahington and Oregon u an endanpn,d · 
ecosystem1

, and WDFW bas designated shrub steppe as a Priority ~itar. Priority 

I Ncm. la£4f., a T. L!l'OII DJ. mi J.M. SliOCI. Eadanaaal CCOIJBDII of lhe United SW.: A preli&iaiay 
mcssmmt aClcm anddei,adltiolL Bir,&ogi,cal R.ec,on-28, Feb. 199,, Nllional 8ialoJicaJ Service. U.S. 
~ of lhc lDlcriar. - . 
2
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Habitats are defined as habitat types or elements with unique .or significant value to a 
diverse assemblage of species. The Hanford Site has the largest, contiguous tract of shrub 
steppe (560 square miles) in the state. It is the large-scale contiguousness that is of 
significance to the native flora and fauna and its importance in landscape planning to 
preserve biological diversity. 

The Hanford Site has been a wildlife sanctuary for the past 56 years due to USDOE's 
previous mission of nuclear materials production for national defe~. The Site's 
ecosystem contains biological resources of regional, national, and international 
significance. The Nature Conservancy's discoveries of2 plant and 38 insect species 
previously unknown to science confirm the importance of the Site, as do other biological 
studies. The significance of the Site is accurately reflected in the draft Hanford Site 
Biological Resource Management Plan. (BRMaP) DOE/RL 96-32 rev: 0, by the 
following: " .. . the percentage that Hanford contributes to the existence of shrub steppe 
within the ccoregion has increased by about 2S00/4 since European settlement". The 
health of the terrestrial environment affects the Hanford Reach's water quality, and 
ultimately, the productive spawning areas for fall chinook salmon and white sturgeon, 
and proposed critical habitat for federally endangered Upper Columbia River steelhead 
and spring-run chinook. 

We believe the information and analysis in the revised draft HRA-EIS support 
only Alternative 2. Therefore, Alternative 2 is our Preferred Alternative with the 
following modifications: 1 ). Add a boat ramp facility on the east bank of the 
Columbia River approximately one-half mile upstream of the Vernita Bridge and 
designate as recreation (high intensity) use, 2). Designate UGO as preservation 
and recognize it as an ~xisting non-conforming use, 3). Designate the FFTF and 
300 Area as Research and Development, 4). Replace the recreation (high · 

· intensity) use footprint at the B reactor in Alternative 2 with that shown in 
Alternative 1, 5). Include the (low intensity) recreation use areas as shown on the 
Alternative l map, and 6). Add the National Wildlife Refuge Boundary 
designation as depicted in Alt~ive 1. 

As previously stated, the revised draft HRA-EIS addressed one of our concerns. 
However, we still have the following concerns: grazing on Central Hanford, an important 
wildlife corridor linking the Hanford Site to the Yakima Training Center, impacts to . 
shrub steppe on Central Hanford, geologic source sites, . mitigation, irreversible and · 
irretrievable language, implementation of the Plan, and recreational use. These and other 
issues are further. discussed in our attached technical comments from Mr. · 
McConoaughey. In addition, we believe many comments in our December 9, 1°996 letter 
on the draft HRA-EIS remain applicable to the revised draft HRA-EIS. 

Again, we thank you for the opportunity of providing technical assistance and 
hope the final product will be based on sound, logical, planning goals. 
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Sincerely, 

-;;.J)j_S-wzf 
Dale Bambrick 
Director, Region 3 

~~ith Klein, USDOE-RL 
Susan Hughs, Vice-Chair, HNRTC 
Ecology, 

R. Skinnarland 
Barbara Ritchie 
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Larry Peck 
Elyse Kane 
Ted Clausing 
Cynthia Pratt 
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June 7, 1999 

Mr. Thomas Fems 
DOE NEPA Documents Manager 
U.S. Department of Energy 
Richland Operations Office 
P.O Box 550, MSIN HO -12 
Richlan~ WA 99352 

Dear Mr. Fems: 

070 339 

Subject: Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife Technical Comments 
To Revised Draft Hanford-Remedial Action Environmental Impact 
Statement and Comprehensive Land-Use Plan, (HRA EIS) DOE/EIS- .· 
02220. 

The Role of Steward 
The U.S. Department of Energy (USDOE) Richland Operations has made some progress 
in recognizing its steward responsibilities since the issuance ofUSDOE P 430. 1. Land 
and Facility Use Policy. Biological resources of the Hanford Site are held in public trust 
by the USDOE ... When the Supreme Coun in the nineteenth century enunciated that 
wildlife was not the private property of any individual or group of individuals, but was 

. instead the collective property of all the ·people, it established the paramount role of the 
government, as public trustee, in the task of wildlife conservation."1 Stewardship 
language appears in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), such as in Sec. 
l0I(b)(l) that states, "fulijll the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of this 
environment for succeeding generations" and Sec. 10l(b)(4) "preserve 
imponant ... n;at1,1ral aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, wherever possible, an 
environment which supports diversity .. ·.". The Washington State Growth Management 
Act also i~cludes stewardship language in its planning goals. One goal states .. reduce the 
inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-density development", 
and another states, "encourage the retention of open space and development of 
recreational opportunities, conserve fish and wildlife habitat ... ". The land use planning 
effort should utilize the best biological data available and sound principles of ecosystem . 
management in determining the wisest use of the public's land for the long-term and 
avoid a short-term. myopic approach. To ensure the perpetuation of the state's_ shrub 

~ . 

1 Bean, MJ. 1983. "The evolution of national wildlife law (revised). Praeger Publishers. New York. 
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steppe, dependent wildlife and native fishes, it will require a part~ership between federal, 
state and local governments, ~dian Tribes, and private landowners. 

Purpose and Need 
We recognize that USDOE is required to develop a comprehensive land use plan under 
USDOE P 430.1 and USDOE Order 430.1, and Federal law 42 U.S.C. 7274k. It is also 
recogniz.ed that USDOE P 430.1 is implemented through USDOE Order 430: 1, Life 
Cycle Asset Management. Due to the Inspector General's Report 0399, clarification was 
made to USDOEP 430.1 in a memorandum dated October 21, 1998 from G. Thomas 
Todd, Director, Office of Field Management, that included attached ecosystem 
management pnnciples adopted by all l'an~ holding agencies. One of these principles 
states, "Use ecological approaches that restore and sustain the biological diversity, health, 
and productivity of ecosystems." The memorandum went on to state, "Its sites would also 
partner with other agencies/governments, measuring resuhs of actions ~ver time, and 
involve the .public to conscientiously steward the real property in DOE's charge." Finally, 
it stated, " .. . DOE P 430.1 directs the use of ecosystem management principles to foster 
and guide [ emphasis added] the land use planning and .management processes.", 
(Attachment). Please describe and explain the application ofUSDOE P 430.1 in the 
purpose and-need statement. 

Overall impressions of the planning efrort 
We have reviewed.the proposed land use designations, tb.e six alternatives, and . 
Implementation of the Plan in the revised draft HRA-EIS. Excluding the no-action, which 
is presented for baseline comparison and as a requirement of analysis under NEPA, we · 
conclude the information and analysis support only two alternatives. They are 
Alternatives l and 2. The other Alternatives appear to be speculative of potential future 
uses and USDOE missions. The analysis does not support the size of the proposed 
consumptive land uses (i.e. industrial, industrial exclusive, research and development, 
·conservation (mining and grazing) and (mining) shown in these other Alternative land 
use maps. They are counteractive of sound, rational and wise land use planning · 
objectives and the Washington State Growth Management Act goals. They encourage 
spraw~ ·tow-density development, and conversion of important shrub steppe wildlife 
habitat. They fail to consider the importance ofth~ Hanford Site from a regional 
ecosystem perspective and economic opportunities within or adjacent to the Cities of 
Richland, Kennewick and Pasco where infrastructure already exists that could support 
such consumptive uses and demands. Upon closer examination of the analysis performed 
by the Benton County Planning Department and the City of Richland in their own 
comprehensive land use ·planning efforts and presented in the revised draft HRA-EIS, the 

. inform1:1tion and anal)'Sis support only Altema~ive 2. 
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Land Use Designations 
We request that the land use designation of preservation be modified to provide 
provisions that would allow active management of game species and compatible 
uses, such as recreation (low intensity). Many National Wildlife Refuges and 
lands designated under the Wilderness Act allow these types of compatible 
activities. 

We believe the research and deve!opment designati~n is an inappropriate land-use 
designation, and the activities identified in the definition could easily fall within the . 
industrial use designation. USDOE bas been unable to identify any future projects that 
would ·warrant this designation. The Washington Depanment of Fish and Wildlife 
(WDFW) requests that this designation ~ eliminated from Table 3-1 . 

. McGee Ranch (wildlife corridor) 
WDFW submitted several letters to USDOE raising concerns about the McGee Ranch . 
area of the Site. These concerns were raised again in our December 9, 1996 ietter on the 
August 1996 draft HRA-~S and were not fully addressed by the revised draft. We . 
continue to define McGee Ranch as that portion of the Hanfon:l Site, which lies north and 
west of highway 24 and south of the Columbia River. Our concerns include direct and 
indirect effects to wildlife populations. The no-action, USDOE's preferred Alternative 
and Alternative 3 do not address our concerns. Only Alternatives 1, 2, and 4 are 
protective of this imponant landscape feature and fully address our concerns mentioned 
in previous correspondence (please reference our December 9, 1996 letter). We support 
the land use designation of preservation as shown in Alternatives l, 2 and 4, and in 
addition, support the National Wildlife Refuge designation as depicted in the Alternative 
1 land use map for this portion of the site. We requ~ that USDOE· modify its preferred 
Alternative to reflect that of Alternative l for the McGee Ranch per our definition. · 

Central Plateau 
The Central Plateau was originally identified for waste management ·in the document 
entitled 1he Future For Hanford: Uses and Cleanup, 11,e Final Report of the Harford . 
Future Site Uses Working Group, December 1992. The Future Site Uses Working Group 
identified this industrial exclusive area for Hanford Site and USDOE complex-wide 
generated waste. They also recognized commitments made in past actions, e.g. submarine 
reactor compartments etc. However, no analysis is provided in that document to support 
the industrial (exclusive) waste management boundary. ~NEPA analysis has not ~een 
performed for the industrial (exclusive) boundary. 

Within the boundary,- J mature stand of shrub steppe exists with shrubs up to 9 feet tall. 
Most of the stand is located between the 200 East and 200 West fence lines. Another 
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portion of the stand lies west of the current developed foot print of the 200 West area and 
is within the 200 West fence line and commonly referred to as the 20() West extension. 

All alternatives support USDOE's cleanup mission with more designated as industrial 
(ex:clusive) than is actually needed. Please note that Alternatives land 2 industrial 
(ex:clusive) bound~ is 1163 acres less than the other alternatives and still supports 
USDOE's on-site and off-site needs identified in the Programmatic Waste Management 
EI~ (DOE 1997a) and past commitments identified in the revised draft HR.A-EIS. Given 
this information. the most appropriat~ industrial ( exclusive) boundary is that shown in 
Alte~tives l and 2 because it is the most consistent with sound land use planning . 
objectives, the Washington State Growth Management Ad. goals and the stewardship 
language cited earlier from the NEPA. The industrial (exclusive) boundary of 
Alternatives 1 and 2 prevents sprawl and the unnecessary conversion of valuable mature 
shrub steppe. The other Alternatives fail to adhere to these sound-planning objectives. 
WDFW requests that USDOE modify the Preferred Alternative to reflect the industrial 
(ex:clusive) boundary depicted in Alternatives l and 2. 

Grazing . 
Currently, no grazing is occurring on the Hanford Site. The WDFW grazing lease . 
on the Wahluke Wildlife-Area was allowed to expire on December 31, 1998. We 
do not support the.Conservation (mining and grazing) designation anywhere on · 
the Hanford Site, especially on the low elevation soils of Central Hanford and the 
stabilized dune area with extremely sandy soils. We believe ·the.Conservation 
(mining and grazing) designation should be eliminated from the Hanford Site 
Land-Use Designations in Table 3-1. Furthermore, the designation is not needed 
to reflect the underlying multi-use mission of the U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management (Bureau) withdrawn public domain lands on Central Hanford while 
under tJSDOE control. In the event the withdrawn Bureau lands are relinquished. 
the Bureau would need to develop an appropriate management plan. 

Agriculture . 
At this time and into the foreseeable future, we believe it is inappropriate to allow . 
agriculture to occur on Central Hanford given the extent of ground water contamination. · 
The ground water· plumes will exist well into the future. Irrigated agriculture would 
hinder on-going ground water remediation efforts. Some of the ground water 
contami~ pose potential threats to aquatic biological receptors. In a letter dated July 
2, 1996 from Mr. John Wagoner, Manager USDOE-Richland Operations, to Mr. Terry 
Marden, Director, Benton County Planning and Building Department, Mr. Wagoner 
stated, 
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Although your recognition that the County· s larid ~ plan could only have effect when, 
and if, the lands pass out of f cdcraJ ownership is appropriate, we do not beiieve that 
agricullure use of the Hanford Site should be considered to be an appropriate use for the 
fon::sec:able future. .. Cum:nt technology and planning do l'l0t allow easy or carty 
"C!DC'dmn.n of the groundwata. Agriculture bas a significant potmtial for worscni.Dg this 
cnotaroioatilXl and accelerating the mipation of contamination which could inaease the 
risk lO human b&:alth and tbe enviromnent. 

WDFW strongly agrees with USDOE on this issue. 

Geologic Source Sites 
Considerable demands will be made on geological resources to construct . 
protective barriers and possibly fill the void spaces in the 177 underground 
storage tanks. However, the demands are not extreme enough to warrant 
designating almost the entire Central Hanford as Conservation ( mining and 
grazing) or designating it Conservation (mining) .. The revised draft HRA-EIS fails 
to provide adequate NEPA analysis for geologic source sites. The.final 
Environmental Impact statement for the Tank Remediation System committed to 
this NEPA analysis. In our comments on the draft August 1996 HRA-EIS. we 
stated that we considered this a major action and requested NEPA analysis. Our 
request was reiterated in a letter dated 18 M"-Y, 1998 to Mr. Thomas Fems. 
USDOE continues to make decisions, such as the finding of no significant impact 
issued for the £,nvironmental Assessme11t for the Tra11sfer of J J 00 Area, Sou them 
Rail Connection andRo/ling Stock, that potentially eli~nate alternatives from 
consideration in a future NEPA analysis. There are significant cultural and 
biological issues tied to.the ne¢ for geologic resources and.the appropriate means 
for resolving the issue is through a NEPA analysis. 

Mitigation Site Protection 
Several mitigation sites have been established on the Hanfqrd Site for compensatory 
mitigation of adverse impacts to shrub steppe. These include the W-058, W-112, and the 
forthcoming mitigation site for the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility 
expansion. Compensatory mitigation sit~s established by the programs (i.e. TWRS, Solid 
Waste, and Environmental Restoration) ensure the continual sustainability of shrub 
steppe dependent species at the Hanford Site. 

Considerable funds have been spent on compensatory mitigation sit~. The draft 
Hanford Site Biological Resources Management Plan (BRMaP) calls for . 
compensatory mitigation sites to be elevated to level IV resources and protected. 
Protection of mitigatign sites is consistent with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
.Mitigation Policy, WDFW Mitigation Policy and a draft Hanford Natural 
Resource Trustee Council document entitled "Recommended Contents for 
Terrestrial Mitigation or Restoration Plans". In addition, this would be consistent 
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with USDOE P 430.1 and the principles of ecosystem management. We request 
that all compensatory mitigation sites be designated as preservation in all the land 
use alternatives. 

Irrevenible and Irretrievable U&O 
Section 5.7.2 of the revised draft HRA-EIS states "The Revised Draft HRA-EIS 
does not I&I commit resources to any specific project of the Hanford Site, but 
does l&I commit natural resources to the land-use designations as allocated by 
Table 3-1." The revised draft further states on page 3-12 that "Some components 
of the ~ncrete structures and equipment, as well as about 6,000 ac of desert land, 
are essentially irretrievable due to the practical aspects of reclamation and/or 
radioactive contamination." We question whether it is -appropriate for a Natural 
Resource Trustee to try to use this provision for eliminating a large portion of its 
liability. The USDOE has not thoroughly identified the committed resources nor 
developed, and implemented a plan for full and proper mitigation of those 
injuries. Only after addressing these issues, any liability under 107(t) ofCERCLA 
and NEPA ( 40 CFR. Part 1 S00.2(f)) would be reduced. The revised draft HRA­
EIS l&I language falls. short of reducing liability or meeting NEPA policy by only 
generally identifying injured natural _resources, summarily discussing mitigation 
opportunities, and deferring any detailed mitigation planning and commitments 
until after the Record of Decision. 

Mitigation Action Plan 
The revised draft HRA-EIS states that a Mitigation Action Plan (MAP) would be 
issued after the Record of Decision is made. Technical assistance should be 
obtained from the federal natural resource agencies and Tribal Nations. We also 
request to be a participant in the development of a MAP. · 

The Southeast Area and Seral shrub steppe 
The southeast area of the Hanford Site contains early seral shrub steppe ranging from 
shrub less to that having less than 10% shrub cover. This early seral shrub steppe plays a 
critical role in sustaining the Hanford Site ecosystem by providing essential habitat for 
numerous native species. The seral habitat in the southeast area has been referred to as 
post-fire shrub steppe, and has been dealt with inappropriately since the 1984 fire. The 
BRMaP cat~gorizes this resource as a level Il. The one thing lacking is a 100/o shrub 
. cover, which was the typical cover of-big sagebrush prior to the introduction of livestock 
into Washington. Given time, the shrub cover will increase to that observed in a typical 
big sagebrush stand. The Nature Conservancy's 1997 findings clearly indicate a high 
diversity of native plaut communities in the post-fire area of the site. We ~equest that 

. USDOE update the biological data to incorporate the findings, such as element of 
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occurrences, from The Nature Conservancy's 1994, 1995, and 1997 annual repons and 
consider these data in determining land use designations. · 

The WDFW designated all shrub steppe on the Hanford Site as Priority Shrub Steppe 
Habitat because of the large contiguous blocks. This designation includes the early seral 
stages, and excludes the old abandoned agriculture fields dominated by cheatgrass. Our 
designation of Priority Shrub Steppe Habitat on the Hanford Site does not distinguish · 
between levels II and m. Both are important to _shrub steppe species. This Priority Shrub 
Steppe Habitat has comparatively high wildlife density, high wildlife species diversity, 
important wildlife breeding habitat, important wildlife seasonal ranges, limited 
availability, high wlnerability to habitat alteratio~ and unique and dependent species. 
What is now considered a level Il habitat under BRMaP is extremely important given the 
conversion of shrub steppe habitat off-site and the continuing increase of shrub cover in 
the southeast area. The Level II resource will play a critical role in maintaining shrub 
steppe, depend~ species on the Hanford Site in the future. 

A more conservative approach should be taken with Level II habitat. We strongly 
recommend that Level II resources be included in Level m. This would be consistent 
with WDFW' s designation of this Level II habitat as Priority Shrub Steppe Habitat, and 
USDOE P 430.1 and stewardship language ofNEP A. We request language be 
incorporated in the revised draft HR.A-EIS under mitigation measures for all Alternatives 
that states, · 

• Perform compensatory mitigation for adverse impacts to Level II, III, and IV 
biological resources of concern that reflects the in-kind habitat value of the resources 
impacted by improving habitat elsewhere on the Hanford Site. 

This language would be consistent with USDOE P 430.1 and the ecosystem management 
principles, stewardship language ofNEP A, and that of a responsible steward. 

Our concern for habitat located in the southeast area has increased since the area bas been 
identified for industrial use in all alternatives of the revised draft HRA-EIS. Ifwe assume 
the industrial area is fully develop~ adverse impacts to Level II resources will be nearly 
70% in the Preferred Alternative and Alternative 3, and nearly 25% in Alternative 4. 
These impacts would have significant detrimental effects to the Hanford Site ecosystem. . 
The health and int~ty of the ecosystem would be compromised by the conversion of 
Level Ii habitat without equivalent habitat value being restored elsewhere on the Hanford 
Site. 

Our concern for habitat located in the southeast area is further heightened by the lack of 
mitigation commitments for any biological resources bound by Route 4S and Route l O as 
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stated in BRMaP. This needs to be corrected. As steward. USDOE needs to pursue the 
full mitigation hierarchy as identified in 40 CFR 1508.20 to ensure the sustainability of 
the Hanford Site ecosystem. USDOE has stated "It is DOE's policy to follow the letter 
and spirit of NEPA:, comply fully with the CEQ Regulations ... " ( l O CFR § 1021 .101 ). 

The USDOE's primary mission at Hanford is environmental restoration. The WDFW · 
staff requested on several occasions a list of potential future projects such as that 
provided in the Hanford Future Site Uses Working Group's report for the Central Plateau 
and the southeast area of the Site. The USDOE could not provide a list since there are no 
identifiabie future projects. Given that, it appears the size_ofthe industrial use area 
depicted in the Preferred Alternative, and Alternatives 1, ·3, and 4 land use maps, is 
entirely speculative. We believe USDOE O 430.1 does not stress this type oflogic nor 
encourage the use ofUSDOE real property for non-federal governments' missions. We 
would encourage USDOE to review its USDOE P 430.1 and USDOE O 430.1 and 
reconsider the appropriate land use for the southeast area of tile Site. Recognizing the 
valuable biological resources and groundwater contamination plumes that are present, the 
wisest decision is to designate this area as preservation. This would allow USDOE­
·Richland Operations Office to remain focused on its primary mission of environmental 
restoration mission. · 

- Implementation of the Comprehensive Land-Use Plan 
The revised draft HRA-EIS contains only a map(s), and policies that would apply to the 
final land use map identified in the Record of Decision. In comparison, the counties are 
required to develop a map, polici~ and goals, and develop regulations (ordinances) to 
protect natural reso~ce-lands and critical areas. The regulations are a critical part of the 
requirements. The Growth Management Act requirements allow the public an 
opportunity to review the different components for consistency. It is impossible to ensure 
the valuable biological resources of the Hanford Site are protected without the inclusion 
of implementing procedures/controls, i.e. the equiv~lence to ordinances under the Growth 
Management Act, in the revised draft HRA-EIS~ We believe the public deserves the 
opportunity to review the implementing procedures/controls for consistency. Otherwise, 
the public is not presented information to decide whether significant actions are being 
taken. The implementing procedures/controls, i.e. design stand~ds, location and 
development requirements and resource management plans (RMPs), need to be an 
appendix in .the revised draft HR.A-EIS. · 

The WDFW believes to fully implement USDOE P 430.1, RMPs should address impacts 
in all land use designations and fully mitigate· any adverse impacts that occur to maintain 
no net loss ofhabitat~Yalue. Anything less would not sustain the Hanford Site ecosystem, 
be consistent with USDOE P 430.1, or reflect the actions of a responsible steward. 
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We are very troubled with the language found in Chapter 6 of the revised draft HRA-EIS 
regarding the BRMaP and the draft Hanford Sile Biological Resources Mitigation 
Strategy Plan (BRMiS). Particularly, language found on page 6-6, Section 6.3 .2, CLUP 
policy (2)(a) that states, "Modify the BRMaP (DOE-RL 1996c) and BRMiS (DOE-RL 
1996) to be consistent with this policy and with implementing procedures." This 
improper interpretation of the purpose of the BRMaP and the BRMiS continues to arise 
by the writers of the revised draft HRA-EIS and the cooperating local governments. It is 
important that this issue be resolved once and for all. If you carefully read our comments 
regarding this issue below there should be no doubt as to the relationship of the BRMaP 
with the CLUP. · 

In December of 1995, several government agencies including USDOE signed a 
memorandum of understanding to "Foster the Ecosystem Approach" (please see 
Attachment). If you read the memorandum, you will see that the federal government 
agreed to provide leadership in and cooperate with activities that foster the ecosystem 
approach to natural resource management, protection and assistance. These principles are 
to apply "in carrying our federal responsibilities" which would include land use planning 
efforts. The memorandum also provides a lot more detail about policy, background and 
approach. ' 

In October of 1998, USDOE issued "Ecosystem Management and Land Use Principles., 
(please reference attachment). This memoran~um clearly defines bow land use planning 
efforts should be conducted. The policy in question, USDOE P 430.l, Land and Facility 
Use Policy states that the Department's stewardship will be based on ecosystem 
management principles: These principles integrate and place in perspective the hundreds 
of regulatory, mission, and policy requirements that face planners and managers of land 
resources. In summary, USDOE P 430.1 directs1the use of ecosystem management 
principles to foster and guide the -land use planning and management processes. When the 
policy is implemented through USDOE O 430.1, Life Cycle Asset Management, sites 
integrate mission, economic, ecologic, social, and cultural factors within a comprehensive· 
planning process to establish land uses. These land uses support the USDOE' s missions, · 
including environmental research, stimulate the economy, ;.and protect the environment. 

The BRMaP and BRMiS will be the USDOE policy documents that provide guidance 
· regarding the protection of habitats and species based on the ecosystem management 
principles stated above. These documents are completely independen~ of any land use 

· planning effort and are not subordinate documents of the HR.A-EIS. As stated earlier, it is 
USDOE's policy that any land use planning effort conforms to e<:9system management 
principles. At Hanfofii the application of these principles are found in the BRMaP ·and 
BRMiS. 
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The BRMaP is not a sub-tier document of the comprehensive land use plan. For instance, 
if a threatened or endangered species were found anywhere on the Hanford Site. then the 
guidance in the BRMaP would have to be adhered to regardless of the land use 
designation. Within a few months. the BRMaP will be a USDOE-RL policy document 
and there needs to be a clear understanding .of the jurisdictional differences between the 
BRMaP and the comprehensive land use plan. Just because an area may be designated a 
particular land use does not preclude the guidance of BRMaP from being followed if a 
sensitive species. ·unique habitat, or element of occurrence is identified in that area. We 
encourage you to read the attachments, and request language be eliminated in the revised 
draft HRA-EIS that indicate the.BRMaP and BRMiS are subject to the comprehensive 
land use plan and policies. 

Recreational Trail {West Bank) 
Several Alternatives discuss a trail on·the West Bank and within a¼ mile of the 
Columbia River as shown in Alternative 3. Many biologically sensitive areas exist along 
the length of the trail between North Richland and the Vernita Bridge and within a¼ 
mile of the river. Some of these areas include bald eagle roost and potential nest sites, and 
terrestrial plant community element of occurrences. We believe that there are.significant 
biological issues tied to the trait's path and supporting facilities that it warrants NEPA 
analysis. · 

Comments on the Alternatives 

Preferred Alternative 
As stated earlier, this alternative appt:ars to have applied a speculative approach ·in · 
defining land use boundaries, specifically for·the consumptive land uses. Furthermore, 
the logic is contrary to sound land-u!ie--planning principles. The Alternative encourages 
sprawl and fails to recognize its prituary mission of cleanup. A good example of sprawl 
and speculative planning is the industtial use area near ·the May junction as well as the 
expansive area designated industrial use in the southeast area. USDOE should develop 
the land use plan based on its current wission as stated in the purpose and need section of 
the revised draft HRA-EIS and avoid speculation. If another mission is identified in the 
future, then USDOE should revisit the lanti use plan and make the necessary 
modifications to accommodate the new mission. . 

Alternative 1 _ . 
WDFW would recommend converting most of the conservation (mining) north·ofthe 
Central Plateau, except quarry sites already in existence, to preservation for management 
purposes. The reactor .. areas should be depict~ as a non-conforming use for the SOyear 
planning period since remedial actions will still be occurring. 
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Alternative 3 
This alternative was developed under the Washington State Growth Management Act. It 
has the same problems as the preferred Alternative. It is extremely speculative and 
counter to sound land-use-planning principles. Alternative 3 encourages sprawl ·and fails 
to recognize the importance of the Site in maintaining the State's natural heritage. The 
proposed agriculture on the Wahluke Slope poses serious threats to the productive fall 
chinook salmon spawning areas in the Hanford Reach by allowing irrigated agriculture to 
occur in the geologically hazardous area identified by the Bureau of Reclamation as the 
Red Zone. 

The industrial, and research and development areas in Alternative 3 are based on pure 
conjecture and not supponed by the Benton County Planning Department analysis 
included in section 5.1.6.1 of the revised draft HR.A-EIS. The analysis resulted in an 
estimate that approximately 3,000 acres would be needed. This was adjusted to 4,050 

· acres to account for supponing infrastructure. The Planning Department assumed future 
needs would be met using lands on the Hanford Site. We request that the county explore 
non-federal lands currently zoned industriaVresearch and developmen~ such as within the 
Cities of Kennewick, West Richland, Richland, Pasco, and Finley urban growth areas, to 
meet the identified need. 

·The HR.A-EIS analysis fails to co~ider_~ther lands in the study area that are zoned for 
industrial use. WDFW requests that this analysis be p_erformed and included in the final 
EIS. 

Alternative 4 
Alternative 4 has the same problem as the Preferred and Alternative 3 for industrial, and 
research and development needs. It encourages sprawl and is· not supported by the 
analysis. We are not sure why the mature shrub steppe habitat surrounding the Central 
Plateau was not designated as preservation. We suggest to those that developed this 
alternative to consider the level m resources of BRMaP and terrestrial plant element of 
occurrences identified in The Nature Conservancy reports and make revisions to reflect 
that information. 

Specific Comments 

ES-1, line 8. Change the word "Recovery" to "Liability": 

ES-44, line 53 . Please update this information. Refer to our genera! comment about . 
grazing. 
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ES-84, Table ES-5. The table also should present Level II resources impacts since they 
play a critical role in sustaining the Hanford Site's ecosystem, especially in the next SO 
years. 

ES-91, line 38. The City ofRichland Comprehensive Land-Use Plan is not compatible 
with Alternative 1. Please delete from list. 

ES-93, lines 29&30. The cumulative impact analysis should include Level ll resources, 
especially for future habitat losses, since most of the proposed industrial use would 
significantly impact Level II _biological resources. Please include in the analysis and 
reference our general comments. · 

ES-96, lines l-4. Please discuss in more detail the land-uses that would be permitted by 
local governments in areas surrounding the Hanford Site. · 

. . 

ES-100, lines32-33. The correct title of the document mentioned is "draft Hanford Site _ 
Biological Resources ~tigation Strategy Plan" (BRMiS). · 

1-23, Table 1-2. The Table also should mention that the HRA-EIS would fulfill the SEPA · 
requirements for the Counties, and as cooperating agencies, they could identify another 
alternative as their preferred alternative. 

3-3, lines 13 and 15. First, please refer to the I" paragraph of our general comment on 
implementation of the plan. Without implementing procedures, we are not sure how these 
2 designations would differ. Again, we request that the R&D designation be deleted from 
~li~ . 

3-16, line 21. We believe badge requirements for accessing the ALE are not necessary. 
The USFWS is actively managing the property and is developing an ALE reserve 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan that will determine the level of access and identify any 

· areas open to the public. 

3-19, Box. The planning described here is purely speculative. USDOE should plan 
according to its current mission, and if a new mission is identified in the future, then the 
plan should be revisited and revised to accommodate the new mission. 

3-28, Table 3-2. This Table should be in Chapter 5 under section 5.1.6. 

3-46, line 25. Please i:lelete the sentence referencing grazing. See general comment on 
grazmg. 
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3-51. linesl 1-33. We consider the land use designations, such as preservation and 
conservation, only as the first tier of the mitigation hierarchy and that additional 
mitigation should occur by proposed projects to fully mitigate the impacts. 

4-4, lines 11-13.· Please refer to general comment on grazing. 

4-62, lines 46 and 47. Please note the fire that occurred in 1998 and burned 
. approximately 10,000 acres of the Hanford Site. · 

4-81. lines 41-42. Please see earlier comment for correct title of BRMiS. 

5-4, lines 1-3. This sentence should mention the National Marine Fisheries Service too. 

5-13, Table 5-4. Alternative 1. Check marks should be su~erscripted with letter .. b ... 

6-6, line 1. Please see earlier comment for correct title of BRMiS. 

6-13, Table 6-4. We request that a 200-area management plan be developed. The plan 
should focus on avoiding/minimizing impacts to the mature shrub steppe found there. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments . 

Sincerely, 

JnJ_ JetA-
rJay McConnaughey, WDFW . 

CC: Clausing, WDFW 
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MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

_The Secretary of Energy 
Washington. DC 20585 

SECRETARIAL. OFFICERS . 
AND OPERATIONS OFFICE MANAGERS ·, . 

HAZEL R. O'LEARY ISi 

· Lan~ and Facility Use Policy 

Today, I mued an innovative Oepamnental policy that strengthens the stewardship of our vast 
lands and facilities and encourages the return of some of these national .resources to their 
rightful owners - the American public. . 1bc policy will.stimulate local economics. cut costs 
~d rcdrapc. and ensure public participation in our planning processes The new policy stares: . 

. ,. . . 

It is Depanment of Energy policy to manage •ll of it$ land ;md faciliti~ as· valuable 
national ·resources. Our stewardship will be based on the principles o( ecosystem 
management and sustainable development. We w.ill integrate. mwion. econQm~ · 
ecologic. social and culmral factorS in a ~mprchcnsive plan for each site that will 
guide land and facility use decisions. Each comprehensive plan will consider the siz's 
larger regional context and be developed with stakeholder participation. This policy 
will result in land and facility uses which sllpp9[t the Department's critical missions. 
stimulate the economy, and, protect the cilyironment.. · 

. . 

The new policy is highlighted in thc ·amchecl book, DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY.-. 
STEWARDS OF A NA110NAL RESOURCE. The book describes how y,,e me changing the 
way we manage our lands and facilities. .It also describes sorric of our recent successes in 
finding new uses for our surplU$ .land and facilities. These successes range from new leases 
at the fomier Mound facility and the use of an idle react0r for brim cancer, ~aanent at the 
Idaho National Enpiccring Laboralory to the cication of an urban pm adjacent to our 
headquarters and the developmcm of the_ National Wind Technology Center at the Rocky 
Flats plant. . The book provides information about our major sites and cont.a.Ct numbers for 
each public affairs · office. It encourages businesspeople, public officials. cirim, orgao,vtians, 
and 9ur sire ·neighboa to provide ~ i~ for new site and facility uses. 

This new policy has alm1dy undeqone the initial directives review process and will be 
incorporated in the Department's broader _Corporare Facilities Management Directive· iaitiainc 
~ I have cnmmissioned ~ respond to the.National Perfoonance_ Review .. 

I knmv you ·share my excir.cmcnt about the opportunities we ~ve · in finding new uses for Qilr 
-lands and fatjli.tica. I iook forward to working-with you to fulfill the rcsponsibility·enuustcd 
ta us by the citi,:.c11s of the United States for maoagin& these valiJable ~~onal resources. 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
TO FOSTER THE ECOSYSTEM APPROACH 

between the 

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICIJLTURE 

DEPARTMENT OF TBE ARMY 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

DEPARTMENT or DEFENSE 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

DEPARTMENT 01' HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

DEPARTMENT or JUmCB . 
DEPARTMENT or LABOR 
DEPARTMENT or ffATE 

DEPARTMENT OP' TRANSPORTATION 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEcnON AGENCY 

omCE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POUCY 

I. DEFINITIONS 

An. tcosysttm is an inlerconnected communi~ of living things, including bJIIIJ8ns~ and the 
physical enviroJJment within which they ~ 

17ze tcosysttm approach is a method for sustaining or ratOring ecological systems and their 
functions and values. It is goal driven. and it is based on a collaboradvely developed vision 
of desired future conditions dial integrates ecological, economic, a.ad social fadon. It is 
applied within a geographic framework defined primarily by ecological boundaries. . 

TM goal of tM ecosystem approach is to restore and sustain the health, productivity, and 
biological diversity of ecosysu:ms and the overall quality of life through a natural resource . 
management approach that is 1\Jlly integrated with soci3I and eccmomi~ goals. 

U. POLICY 

The federal government should provide leadership in and cooperate with acdvities t1w foster 
the ecosystem approach to namra1 resource managemem. protection. and assistance. Fedenl 
agencies should ensure that they utilize their authorities in a way dllt faciJitau:s, mi does 
not pose barriers to, the ecosystem approach. Consistent with their assigned missions, 
federal agencies should tdrninister their programs in a manner that is sensitive to the needs 
and rights of landowners, local_ communities, and the public, and should work wi1h them u, 
achieve common goals. 



m. BACKGROUND 

In its June 1995, ·repon entitled, TM Ecosystem Approach: Healthy Ecosystmu and 
Sustainabl6 Economia, the lnb:ragency Ecosystem Management Task Force set forth specific 
recommendations with respect to how federal agencies could better implement the ecosystem 
approach. The Task Poree recommended that member agency ,epreseillatives sign a 
memorandum ~f und~g affirming their intent to implement the recommendations. 

IV. THE ECOSYSTEM· APPROACH 
. . 

Healthy and well fhoctiouing ecosystems are vital to the procecdon of our nation's 
biodiversity, to the acbicvanmt of quality of life objectives, .and to the support of economies 

- and communides. The ecosystrm approach recognizes tJie iuta1r.l1rimsbip between bealthy 
ecosystems and sustainable economies. It is a common sense way for federal agencies to 
carry out their manclara with great.er efficiency· and effectivencsa. . The approach 
emphasizes: 

• Striving to consider all relevant and identifiable ecological and economic 
consequences (long term as well as shon term). 

• Improving coordimtion among federal agencies. 

• Forming partnerships between federal, swe, and. local aovemmems, Iodian · tnbes, 
landowners, foreip governments, international otgmtz,adons, and other stakeholders. 

• Improving communication with the general public. 

• Carrying out federal responsibilities more efflciendy_ and cost~ffectively. 

·• Basing decisions on the best science. 

• Improving ~rmation and data management. 

• . Adjusting mamgcmem cliRction u new infomwion becomes available. 

V. THE COOPERATORS AGREE TO THE FOLLOWING: . . 

A. Each federal agenc:y that is a party to this Memorandum of Understanding 
shall . designate an individual .who will be respomible for coordinating the 
agency's intm1a1 and inra'agency activities in support of1his Memorandum of 
Understanding to implement the recommcndadons of the Task Poree report as 
appropriate. Such designation shall be reported to the Inu:ragem:y Ecosystem 
Management Task Force within 30 days of signa111re. 1be collective agency 
designees will serve as an Implementation Commiuee. The Committee will 



meet regularly to share information on progress in implementing this 
Memorandum of Undemanding, problems encountered, and solutions 
proposed in resolving them. The Committee shall provide ,ep,ns at meetinp 
of the Interagency Ecosystem Managemenl Task Force. Such repons should 
include any unresolved issues that may require the attention of the Task Force. 

B. Each signator/ agency shall f!Jarniue the specific recommendations made in die 
repon of the Interagency Ec:osystem.i~:IJ!!gr.ment Task Force iD light of its 
authorities, policies ml procedures, and identify. m.c>o,mendatiom that may 
apply to its programs. Based on this ~. agencies &ball determine what 
changes ot inreragency actions are m:essuy or desirable, unde:nab 
appropriate actions, monitor accomplisbmfflrs, and 1eport dwr findings and 
actions through the Implemenra~on· Concmittee to the Imeragency Ecosystem 
Management Tut Force, on a schedule 10 be detera1ined by the Task Force. 

C. The Interagency Ecosystem Management Tut force shall enr:aunge regional 
directon or comparable executives of die federal _. agenda in tbe various 
regions to bave regular and systematic m-bang,:s of iD!armalica about plans, 
priorities, and problems. ·Che purposes are to elbnim,e inefflclm:ies and 
duplicalion of etron. to teq, execulives infarmed about federal gc,vemn,ent 
activities outside of iheir agencies, to cJarifJ die respeedve camribmirm to 
ecosystem activities of federal agencies widi vayiq missions (such u land 
management. resource management. regulaiory, researcb. infn.strudme, 
technical assistance, and funct;ng), and to lttmglben execmive-level support 
for the interagency ecosystem activities of field penonnel. 

D. Each signatory agency shall participate. u appropriate to i11 mandates, iD 
· ecosystem management eff'ons initiated by odJer' federal agencies, by state, 

local or tribal goveuuoems. or u a result of local grass-roocs efforts. 
Members of the lmplemeondon Committee shall identify their ongoing 
ecosystem efrons m1 other effons that come to their auemivn, share 
information about those efforts, discuss appiopiiate agency acdcms with regard 
to participating in those effons, and idemify succcssfal and umuccessful 
componenlS of those efforts. Signau:ry agencies shall also loot for 
opportunities in new geographic areas for federal efl'ons in collaboration with 
stakeholders. · 

E. 1be lntmgem:y f.cosystem Management Tut Poree wµI propos~. u 
appropriate, new regional ecosystem demonsuadon inidadves.. These 
initiatives will build upon the knowledge pined from evaluating the seven 
ecosystems that were the subject of the Tut Poree repents. 

F. The lnteragency Ecosystem Management Tut Force will evaluate the potential 
for joint ttaining progrmis for the ecosy~ approach, in which all signatory 
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agencies could participate, and· in which personnel from all signatory parties · 
could receive training. The Implementation Committee members will share 
infoi'mation on agency framing programs related to the ecosy~ approach. 
and siP.tory agencies are encouraged to accommodate trainees from other 
agencies in such courses as appropriate. 

IT 15·M1J11JALLY AGREED AND UNDERSTOOD BY AND AMONG THE 
COOPERATORS THAT: 

A. Specific work projects or activides that involve the ttansfer of funds, services, 
01" (,loped)' among tbe Cooperators will require the exec:mioD of · Separate 
interagency agreements • . comingent upon the availability . of funds as· 
appropriaral by Congress. Each subseqw:ni agreement or amngemCJt 
involving the transfer of funds, services. or pEoperty among the ~ 
must ·comply with all applicable statutes mi regulations, including those 
statutes and reguladons applicable to procureineilt . activitit·, and · must be 
independently authorized by appropriate Stamy a~. · 

B. 'Ibis Memorandum of Undenrancttn1 In no way reS1rids die Coopeiaiori from 
pardcipadng in similar ~ctivitie:s or amngcmmu widl odler public or private 
agencies, organiwions, or individuals. 

C. Nothing in this Mernmandum of Understanding shall obligate the Cooperators 
to expend app,op,iations or enter into any contract or other obligations. 

. . 

D. This _Memorandum of Understanding may be modifi~ or ·au,ended upon 
written request of any party hereto anJ the subsequent written com:urrence of 
all of the Cooperatms. Cooperator panicipalian in this Memorandum of 
Understanding may be terminated with the 60-day writtm r,tice of any party 
to the other Cooperators. Unless terrnmated under the terms of this 
paragraph. this Memorandum of Und~tanding will mnain in full force and 
in effect until September 30, 1999. 

E. 'Ibis Memorandum of Understanding is intended only to improve die intrma1 
rmaemcmt of the executive branch and is DOl intended to, nor does it acate 
my right. benefit, . or trust respOJWbilitJ, substantive or proccdun1, 
enfmi::eablo at law or equity by a party against the United Stat.es, its age~, 
it officers, or any person. 

F. 'Ibe terms of ·this Memorandum of ·undemanding are not intended to be 
enforceable by any pany other than the signatories hereto. . . 



VD. SIGNATIJRES 

AN • cm. 
Secrewy for Policy, Planning ml Program 

. Evaluatim. 
Deputmmt of~ 

or 



• 

~Aw.A. 
Secretary fot Ocean, and Iuramdoml u,:a,,a,,l;,f~[ISl)(lirtiti 

&vircumemal .uld Scientific Affairs, 
Depanmem of Stare · 

Deputy Adrnmj-:nror 
Enviromncmal rrotection Aacncy 

Dated:- December 15, 1995 

tor 
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Department of Energy 
Wuhmgton, DC 20585 . 

Octob•t' 21, .- 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR. DISTIUBt.JTION 

FllOM: 

SUBJECT: 

G. nfOM.AS TODD, DIRE~k, ol)f1~ ~ ~ . 
MANAGEMENT ~ ./ . ~"17~ 
Ecosystem Maapment and Uae Prin~iplea 

One of the recoaunendadon1 in 10 Report 0399 .... Audlt of the U.s: D•rtimmt ofEnqys 
Jdlfflification lad Disposal ofNonessantial LIDd,i c1Jl~d.f~r.the Dq,arunenfto newluate the 
policy of deliniq ecoaystem muapmeat u a valid new ~• for, and b11i1 for retalniq 1 
~ ownod or ~Ded real property . . In ks ~ne ·i, 199~ ~ Decisia~ ttA: 
Dep~ disigreed with the recommendation in principle but •~ tbll: clariftcation of the/ 
policy wu needed. This memonadu• provides the clui&cation. 1 

; ne policy in,queslion. ~BP 430.1, LAND AND FACILITY USE POUC~ states thal tfN; 
Department'• stewardship will be laued on ecosystem manapmem prindples.tThe attached . 

. principles were developed by the Prelident'1 Council on Environmental Quality ind adopted by an 
land holdin, qencies. They help to imesrate and place in perspective the hundreds of TegUlatory, 
mission, and policy requirements which face the planners and ~en. ~f land. ruourccs. 

Under the policy DOE. u the responsible manapr of site's natural resources, would condu~ 
cOftdid~n useuments of resources and facilitiu. look_·at -~1¥Dentat, ,~ial. cultural.· ancff 
econo"1ic impact• within and beyond DOE borders.~Iti sites would also panner with other I 
agmcies/1overnmcnt1, mcuwina reault1 of actions aver ,tim,, and Involve the public q, · · 
001\SCientioully steward the real prope,ty in DOE'• chaisi!: . · . : · ,: . .. . . : . . . . 

In IUinmary, DOB P 430.1 directs the me of ecosystem ~88erne.nt prindpl~,tQ -~~er and. 
guide_ tbe Ian~ me planning and manqement procase&lt Wheq th~ ~~i~.i~_i1;71pl~ented throush 
DOB O 430.1, LIPE CYCLE ASSET MANAGEMENT. sites _iot~te mission, Jc;onomic, 
ecologic. 10dal, and cultural Cactora within a comprehensive plaimina process to establish land 
uses. These land wet 111pport the Department's miuiOAS, includins esmronmental research. 
stimulate the economy, and protect the environment. . .. . . . .... . . . . . . . 

.. . . . .. ,. 

. . ; . . -

• 
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Mr. Andrew Dunn or my std" can provide further inf'annation on ecosystem. 11111111ement and 
comprehensive land UN plannina. Your std may contac:& him at (202) SIMS48. 

c:c: 
B~ Elsner, ALO 
Pat Brewiqton, CHO 
Cluck Spoons, ORO 
TonySy,OAK 
Kmn 'Borton. NVO 
Dan Shirley, IDO 
Chuck-Borup, SRS 
Gres Collette, OFO 
a.er,IRow,RFO 
Bill Edwards, RLO 
Irma Brown. OHO 
JoeBag.BHG 
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Dlstribydon 

Bruce 0. 'iwinina. Maupr, Albuquerque Opcratiam Oflica 

Mr. John JCcnnedy, ActiDI Maupr, Chicqo Opentioaa Ollice 
Prank M. S1awllt, Mauger, Goldm Field O!ice 

John M. WilC)'lllld, Mallla•, Idaho OperatlDDI OfBce 

Gerald W. Johnson, Manapr, Nevada Operations Office 

Janea M. Turner, Maaapr. Oakland 0pcrations Olllce 

James C. Hall, Mamaer, O* Ridp Operationa Oflice 

~ DeVlr, Manapr, Obio Pleld 08ice 

John Waaoncr, Mtupr, Rlcbllnd Opentiom Oflice . 

Jeuie M. J\oberlOD, Mlnqer, Rocky P1atJ J:'ielcl Oflice 

Gregory Rudy, Manager; Savannah River Operations Ofllce 

Rita Bajura. Director, Federal l!nqy Tecbnalol)' Center. 

~ . 
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• ; . 
• Attlchin•nt 

07 0339 
Ecoaystem Management Princlplea 

1. Establish baseline condition• for ecoayltem func:tioning and au1lainability against 
\\flich change can be mea•ured. Monitor and evaluate action• and their outcome• to 
dltermlne whether ao•I• and objective• ara being achieved. 

2. Integrate the belt science and knowledge availabl• Into the deci1i0n-making process 
whll• contif1U!ng scientific reaearc:h to improve the kncwladga base. 

3. Recognize that ec:osystam1 and Institutions anl characteristically complex. dynamic. 
heterogeneous over space and time. and are ccnstantly changing. 

4. Develop a 1haNd vision of the desired ecosystem condition, taking curent aocial 
· . and economic conclltiona Into aCCOWlt and Identifying way1 in which all parties can 

contribute to achieving common ~m goal,. 

s. Support actions "8t Incorporate 1uatainad economic,. 1oclocultural, and ccmrnunlty 
;oal, consistent wttt, the vision. 

6. Develop coordinated approaches among Fede.rel agerQea lo ~pli1h ecasyatem 
objectlv", and collaborated with local, State, and Tribal partlu be,., on 1'9COV"ltion 
ot mutual concern, . 

. 1. Respect private property rlght1, and work cooperatively wlth l.,id owners to . 
aocompliah shared goals. · 

a. Uaa ecologlcal ,appraachea that restore and sustain th• blologl~I c;t~erslty, health; 
and productivity. of ecoayatema. 

9. Use an adaptive approach .to management to achJeve.balh c;teeired goals and a new 
understanding of ecoaystams. . · . . . 

: .. - ~ 

I • • . 1. ..,, ,' • • 

~ . , . . . . 
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